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ABSTRiCT 

The use of pupil grovth aeasures to evaluate the 
coapetency of preservice teacher trainees is advocated bj lan; 
proponents of coapetency-based teacher education. This paper (1) 
raises pro and con arguaents for the use of pupil grovth aeasures to 
evaluate preservice teachers, (2) suggests practical applications for 
the use of various types of pupil grovth aeasures to evaluate teacher 
trainees, and (3) suggests vays in vhich these pupil grovth aeasures 
can be developed and aeasured . (Author) 



k paper presented at the annual meeting of the american educational 
Research Association^ Chicago^ Illinois^ April 15-19. 197^ 



There is little doubt that the most dominant trend in teacher 
education today is the competency based teacher education movement. 
While this movement ucks precise definition most proponents of 
cbje would agree that one of its underlying assumptions is that the 

demonstration OF SPECIFIED TEACHER BEHAVIORS AND THE TEACHER'S 
ABILITY TO BRING ABOUT INTENDED LEARNER OUTCOMES ARE MORE VALID 
MEASURES OF A TEACHER's COMPETENCE THAN PRESAGE VARIABLES THAT 
ONLY MEASURE A TEACHER'S KNOWLEDGE. WhILE MANY PROCESS VARIABLES 
(teacher behaviors) have been ADVOCATED BY TEACHER EDUCATORS AS BEING 

desirable^ the relationships between these teacher behaviors and 
intended pupil outcomes are^ at best^ sketchy (rosenshine and furst> 
1971), Numerous researchers and teacher eWators believe that the 



APPLICATION OF PUPIL PRODUCT CRITERIA TO DETERMINE TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS 
IS LESS INFERENTIAL AND MORE PREDICTIVE THAN THE APPLICATION OF EITHER 
TEACHER-PUPIL PROCESS CRITERIA OR TEACHER PRESAGE CRITERIA (McNeil AND 



PoPHAM^ 1973j ScHALOCK, 1971; CooPER AND Weber^ 1973). While this 

theoretical POSITION IS HELD BY MANY EDUCATORS^ THE PRACTICAL 
APPLICATON OF PUP I L GROWTH MEASURES TO EVALUATE PRESERVICE TEACHER 
TRAINEES HAS RARELY BEEN MADE, ThIS PAPER WILL SUGGEST SOME 
PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS FOR THE USE OF PUPIL GROWTH MEASURES TO 
EVALUATE TEACHER TRAINEES, 
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Rationale For Usit^G Pupil Outcome Data to WeAsuRg PRPf^PPvirp 

Teacher Effectiyfnfss 



Researchers have agreed for years that the Ultimate criterion 

OF A teacher's competence IS HIS ABILITY TO BR I NGAHOUT DESIRED 

PUPIL OUTCOMES (A£RA/ 1952; Biddle and Ellena^ 196*1; McNer and 
PoPHAM^ 1973), Some advantages of this position have been outlined 
BY Schalock: 

1) It represents or provides an absolute criterion 
OF teaching effectiveness..., 

2) It accommodates individual differences in 

teaching preferences or styles in -THAT IT n 
ALLOWS for wide VARIATION IN" THE MEANS OF 

teaching A given outcome.... 

3) ' It ALLOWS for the fact that at this point in 

TIME WE ARE NOT AT ALL CLEAR ABOUT THE SPECIFIC 
teaching BEHAVIORS THAT BRING ABOUT SPECIFIED 
OUTCOMES IN PUPILS^ OR THE SPECIFIC BEHAVIORS , 
THAT BRING ABOUT SELECTED NON INSTRUCTIONAL 
OUTCOMES; BUT IT DOES REOUIRE THAT EFFECTIVE 
BEHAVIORS and/or INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS BE 
FOUND AND UTILIZED, 

^) It FORCES THE ENTIRE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM^ INCLUDING 
TEACHER EDUCATION, TO BE CLEAR ABOUT THE GOALS 
OR OBJECTIVES OF EDUCATION^ AND TO BECOME CLEAR 
ABOUT THE MEANS FOR THE^REALIZATION OF THOSE 
OBJECTIVES iScHALOCK/ I97I) , 

While Theoretical agreement regarding the value of using pupil 
outcomes to measure teacher effectiveness is easily obtained^ the 

practicality OF THE ISSUE HAS BEEN SERIOUSLY QUESTIONED BY MANY 

RESEARCHERS (MiTZELy I960; Lawler, 1964; Flounders, 1965; Smith, 
1967; AND Soar, 1973). Among their concerns are: (1) the adequacy 

OF MEASURES FOR ASSESSING A WIDE RANGE OF PUPIL OUTCOMES IN 



different subject-matter arei^s and at different educational levels; 

(2) determining what role the teacher played^ as opposed to bthep< 
instructional variables, in promoting the- desired pupil outcomesj 

(3) measurement and statistical problems^ including regression 
and ceiling effects; w the assessment of relatively complex 
problem solving and responsible citizenship behavior which fj^y j • 
not be measurable within a limited time period; and (5) differences 
in learning aptitudes among pupils which may make the teacher 
effective with some children and not with others. 

. All of the above concerns are legitimate and valid. The 
author knows of no responsible educational researcher or teacher 

educator who argues for RELYING SOLELY ON MEASURES OF PUPIL OUTCOMES 
TO, EVALUATE INDIVIDUAL TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS FOR THE VERY REASONS 
CITED ABOVE. DESPITE THESE PROBLEMS, THE RECENT DEVELOPMENT OF 
CRITERION-REFERENCED MEASUREMENT, TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS, 
AND CONTRACT PUNS LEAD THE AUTHOR TO BELIEVE THAT SOME MEASURES 
OF PUPIL OUTCOMES CAN BE USED TO HELP EVALUATE TEACHERS IN BOTH 
A FORMATIVE AND SUMMATIVE SENSE. 

The potential for using pup a outcome data to help evaluate 

PRESERVICE teachers IS MUCH MORE LIMITED, AUD CERJV^INLY NOT AS CON- 
TROVERSIAL, THAN THEIR POSSIBLE; USE WITH INSERVICE TEACHERS, 
To BEGIN WITH, THE TEACH|R TRAINEE DOES NOT HAVE CONSTANT EXPOSURE 
TO,: NOR FULL iRESPONSIBILfTY FOR, GROUPS OF CHILDREN. VIhEREAS THE 
REGULAR CUSSROOM TEACHER TEACHES ALL DAY FOR 9 MONTHS, THE TEACHER 
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trainee is usually limited to one semester or less of student 

teaching^ only a portion of which does he have full reshons-lbilixy - 

for the class^ possibly preceded by some tutoring and micrpteaching . 
This restricted exposure to children during the teacher 9)ucation 

PROGRAM necessarily lilMITS THE KINDS OF PUPIL OUTCOMES THAT THE 
trainee can reasonably BE EXPECTED TO ACHIEVE. At THE PRE^VICE 
STAGE OF TEACHING THE TYPES OF PUPIL OUTCOMES THAT THE TRAINEE IS 
EXPECTED TO DEMONSTRATE SHOULD PROBABLY BE VIEWED IN TERMS OF 
MINI MUMS RATHER THAN MAXIMUMS. ThAT IS^ FOR INITIAL CERTIFICATION 
THE TRAINEE SHOULD BE EXPECTED TO BRING ABOUT RELATIVELY SIMPLE 
TYPES OF PUPIL OUTCOMESi WITHIN LIMITED TIME PERIODS. ThE RE?/r ' 
OF THE PAPER WILL EXPLORE THE KINDS OF PUPIL OUTCOMES WHICH Vimn 
BE EXPECTED^ HOW THEY MIGHT BE ASSESSED^ THE CONTEXTS. IN WHICH 
INSTRUCTION MIGHT OCCUR^ AND WHO SHOULD DETERMINE THE DESIRED 
PUPIL OUTCOMES. 

Teaching Performance Tf-Sts 

Recently EDucATioNif^L researchers have been experimenting with 

THE USE OF TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS AS A MEASUREMENT APPROACH 
DESIGNED TO ASSESS TEACHING COMPETENCY. (PoPHAM^ 1973j McNeiL AND 

PoPHAMy 1973) Briefly^ teaching performance tests function as 
F0LL<)ws: The teacher is given a set of explicit instructional 
objectives (plus a sample test item) and is asked to prepare a. 
short lesson designed to help the students achieve the objectives. 
If the teache-Ti is not familiar with the topic^ relevant background 
material is given to him. The tsacher plans the lesson and then 
instructs a group of learners ...(either adults or children) for a 

given period of TIME/ TYPICALLY FIFTEEN TO THIRTY MINUTES. ThE 



WUMBER OF LEARNERS MAY VARY FROM A FEW TO AN ENTIRE CUSS. 

THE END OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL PERIOD THE LEARNERS ARE 
GIVEN V^OSTTEST BASED ON THE OBJECTIVES. A PRETEST MAY OR MAY 
NOT BE GIVEN TO THE LEARNERS DEPENDING ON WHETHER THE SUBJECT 
MATTER IS LIKELY TO BE KNOWN BY SOME OF THEM. ThE POSTTEST^ WHICH 
HAS NOT BEEN SEEN PREVIOUSLY BY THE TEACHER^ REFLECTS THE OBJECTIVES, 
The learners ARE also asked to rate how INTEREStlfiC THE LESSON WAS. 

The teacher is apprised that this rating will occur and is not only 

ASKED to accomplish THE OBJECTIVE BUT TO PLAN A LESSON THAT LEARNERS 
WILL FIND INTERESTING. ThUS:, AN ESTIMATE OF THE TEACHER's ABILITY TO 
PROMOTE PRESPECIFIED OBJECTIVES IS OBTAINED FROM. THESE TWO INDICATORS, 

Teaching performance tests thus focus on two measures of learner 

OUTCOMES: (1) performance ON A TEST DESIGNED TO MEASURE THE PRE- 
SPECIFIED OBJECTIVES OF THE LESSON (USUALLY COGNITIVE IN.NATURt),, 
AND 2) INTEREST LEVEL OF THE LEARNERS AS MEASURED BY THEIR RATINGS 
(AN AFFECTIVE TYPE OF MEASUPEMENl) . 

Can TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS BE USED IN A PRESERVtCE PROGRAM 
AS AN INDICATOR OF THE TEACHER'S POTENTIAL EFFECTIVENESS? ThAT IS^ 
CAN ONE ARGUE THAT THOSE PROSPECTIVE TEACHERS WHO EXPERIENCE THE 
GREATEST SUCCESS ON TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS ARE MORE APT TO PROMOTE 
DESIRED LEARNER OUTCOMES IN REGULAR TEACHING SITUATIONS? It IS TEMPTING 
TO RESPOND AFFIRMATIVELY ON THE BASIS OF PRIMA FACIE EVIDENCE, HoWEVER^ 
A NUMBER OF RESEARCHERS (GLASS^ 1972; POPHAM^ 1973; AND BaKER^ 1975) 
ARGUE AGAINST JUMPrUfi TO THIS CONCLUSION SO EARLY IN THE HISTORY OF 
TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS. PoPHAM (1973) CAUTfONS THAT "DEVELOPMENTAL 
WORK WITH TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS IS STILL AT SUCH AN ^ARLY STAGE 
THAT IT MAY BE IMPRMDENT TO EMPLOY THEM FOR THE' EVALUAl/oN OF iNDIVIDUAt 



TEACHERS. ThE ONLY EXCEPTION MK,HT BE FOR ISOLATING INSTRUCTORS 
WHO ARE EXTREMFLY WEAK OR STRONG IN THEIR ABILITY TO ACCOMPLISH 
PRE5PECIFIED GOALS.'" BaKER (1973) WARNS THAT IF PERFORMANCE "^TESTS 
ARE TO BE USED FOR DECISION PURPOSES^ SUCH AS THE SELECTION OR 
EVALUATION OF .EACHERS^ THE ISSUES OF CONSISTENCY AND VALIDITY MUST 
BE ADDRESSED TO A GREATER EXTENT THAN HAS OCCURRED THUS FAR IN THE 
HISTORY OF PERFORMANCE TESTS. ShE SUGGESTS THAT PERFORMANCE TESTS 

ur teacher ; evaluation could be used to identify the individual who 
has been given time and assistance and is still unable to demonstrate 
influence over the outcomes of instruction. 

McNeil and Popham (1973) state that the reliability for determining 

TEACHING competency BY^ USING PERFORMANCE TESTS CAN BE INCREASED BY 

1 

USING A NUMBER OF LESSONS^ DIFFERENT KINDS OF OBJECTIVES AND DIFFERENT 
SUBJECT MATTER. ThEY ALSO CITE skvERAL STUDIES WHICH SUPPORT THE 
CONCLUSION THAT WHEN THERE IS REASONABLE CONTROL OVER EXTRANEOUS 
FACTORS SUCH AS TEACHER FV^MILIARm WITH CONTENT AND PUPIL POPUUTIONS^ . 
SOME TEACHERS5>ARE CONSISTENTLY f^ORE SUCCESSFUL THAN OTHER IN GETTING 
INTENDED RESULTS WITH PUPILS. T 

IF ONE ACCEPTS THAT THE ULIflMATE CRITERION OF A TEACHER S 
EFFECTIVENESS IS BEST MEASURED^ BY EXAMINING DESIRED PUPIL OUTCOMES^ 
THEN THE USE OF TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS IS A MAJOR BREAKTHR9UGH 
IN THE EVALUATION OF PRESERVICE TEACHERS. No ONE CAN ARGUE WITH THE 
FACT THAT TEACHER TRAINEES ARE EVALUATED BASED ON WHAT IS BELIEVED 
TO BE EITHER THEIR POTENTIAL OR DEMONSTRATED EFFECTIVENESS AS A 
TEACHER. The data that are typically used in this evaluation PROCESS ' 
are: 1) MEASURES OF THEIR KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING OF CONCEPTS 

\ ■ 

•i 

AND PRINCIPLES REUTED TO INSTRUCTIONAL METHODOLOGIES^ LEARNirJG^ 
AND SUBJECT MATTER CONTENT; AND 2) TEACHING PERFORMANCES AND 
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BEHAVIORS THAT ARE DEMONSTRATED IN MICRO OR ACTUAL CUSSROOM 

CONTEXTS. Rarely are pupil outcomes us.ed as a measure of potential 

TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS; ONLY RECENTLY HAVE A FEW TEACHER EDUCATION 
programs used pupil OUTCOME DATA AS INDICATORS OF COMPETENCY. 

Until now teaching performance tests have been developed without 
any overall system governing their construction, topics and 
objectives have been selected strictly on the basis of the developers* 

WISHES AND INTERESTS. ThIS APPROACH IS CLEARLY INADEQUATE IF THf PUPIL 
DATA COLLECTED FROM TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS ARE TO BE USED BOTH 
AS FEEDBACK FOR TEACHER GROWTH AND IN HELPING TO JUDGE POTENTIAL 
TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS. ThF AUTHOR SUGGESTS THAT A NU'iiBER OF VARIABLES^ 
IN ADDITION TO THOSE RELATED TO TEST CONSTRUCTION^ MUST BE CONSIDERED 
IN THE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS. ThESE INCLUDE: 

1) Types OF OBJECTIVES (cognitive^ affective)' 

. 2) Subject matter content 

3) Time required to teach the lessons 

^) Numbers and types of students ^ 

Typfs of Objectives ^ , 

Cognitive. The lessons to be taught Af© the -objectives derived 

FROM THOSE LESSONS SHOULD BE DESIGNED TO REFLECT THE VARIOUS TAXONOMIC 
LEVELS OF THE COGNITIVE DOMAIN. TeACHER TRAINEES SHOULD FIRST TEACH 
LESSONS WHERE THE PUPIL OBJECTIVES FOCUS ON DEMONSTRATION OF 
KNOWLEDGE^ GRADUALLY MOVING TO LESSONS WHOSE OBJECTIVES REFLECTED 
THE UPPER LEVELS OF THE TAXONOMY. In THIS WAY TRAINEES CAN DISCOVER / 
THAT DIFFERENT TYPES OF TEACHING STRATEGIES ARE REQUIRED FOR PUPIL 
ACHIEVEMENT OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF OBJECTIVES, ThE TYPES OF OBJECTIVES _ 
SELECTED ARE ALSO AFFECTED BY THE OTHER VARIABLES TO BE DISCUSSED/ 



notably subject matter content and time. 

Affective. Because of the difficulty in measuring the achievement 
OF affective objectives and often the time required to effect change^ 

THERE will PROBABLY BE RELATIVELY FEW AFFECTIVE OBJECTIVES THAT TEACHER 

trainees would be expected to achieve with pupils. This is not to 
deny the importance of such objectives^ but rather to recognize the 

limits OF TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS WITH REGARD TO THIS AREA. HoWEVER^ 
THERE ARE SOME TYPES OF AFFECTIVE OBJECTIVES LIKE THOSE RELATED TO 
VALUE CLARIFICATION WHICH PRESERVICE TEACHERS COULD BE EXPECTED TO 
ACHIEVE WITH PUPILS. LeSSONS OF THIS SORT SHOULD BE DEVELOPED^ 
RECOGNIZING THAT THE TIME REQUIRED TO ACHIEVE OBJECTIVES OF THIS 
TYPE WILL EE GREATER THAN THAT REQUIRED FOR MANY COGNITIVE OBJECTIVES, 

SuBJFCT Mat tfr Content ' 

Most teaching performance tests have been developed around topics 
>ffflch were sufficiently esoteric that the need for a pretest was not 
thought necessary. since the chosen topics were relatively obscure 
there was little chance that the teacher would possess much advance 
knowledge of the topic, an important consideration for research purposes 
However^ what is a sound research principle is, in this instance, a 
teacher evaluation weakness-.- when a teacher trainee's competence 
,is ^ I NG Assessed, his knowledge of the subject matter fieiJds being 

TAUGHT IN THE SCHOOLS SHOULD NOT BE CONTROLLED FOR, BUT RATHER SHOULD 
BE INCORPORATED INTO THE ASSESSMENT SCHEMA. THEREFORE- THE .AUTHOR - 
BELIEVES THAT TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS SHOULD BE DEVELOPED BASED ON 
CURRICULA CURRENTLY BEING TAUGHT IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS. 

Using a PRETESTrPOSTTEST EVALUATION PROCESS, TEACHING PERFORMANCE 
TESTS COULD BE DEVELOPED ON SUCH CURRICULA AS BiOLOGICAL SCIENCES • 

Curriculum Study (BSCS), School Mathematics Study Group (SMS6)., 



SciENCE~A Process Approach^, and Directed Instructional Systems 

FOR Teaching Arithmetic and Reading (DISTAR), 

Having to TEActt- and achieve prespecifiedobjectives with pupils in 

curriculum areas THATj ARE A REGULAR PART OF THEIR CURRICULUM ADDS A 
validity piMENSION TQ THE TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS THAT HAS HERETOFORE 
GENERALLY BEEN LACKING. If TEACHING PERFORM/y^CE TESTS ARE DEVELOPED 
BASED ON CONTENT rOUND IN PUBLIC SCHOOL CURRICULA/ ACTUAL SCHOOL-AGE '^ 
CHILDREN MUST BE USED. In OTHER WORDS/tHE LESSONS TO BE TAUGHT MUST 
BE MATCHED WITH CHILDREN OF PROPER AGE AND ABILITY LEVELS ^ AND WHO 
THROUGH PRETEST PERFORMANCES HAVE SHOWN THAT THEY. HAVE NOT ALREADY 
ACHIEVED THE OBJECTIVES. 

Time Required To Teach thf Lessons 

Most teaching P!:RF0RMANGE tests have been of short duration^ TYPICALLY 

15-30 minutes in length^ and focusing on one or TWO PUPIL objectives. 
While some kinds of objectives can be taught in this short period of 

TIME/ MANY others CANNOT, ShORT MINIrLESSOHS SHOULD BE USED INITIALLY . 
WITH PRESF;RVICE TEACHERS UNTIL THE TE^^CHER HAS DEMONSTRATED SOME LEVEL ' 
OF COMPETENCE IN HELPING THE LEARNERS ACHIEVE THE PRESPECIFIED OBJECTIVES, 
DESIGNED FOR THESE MINI-LESSONS. LONGER UNITS OF LEARnTnG COULD THEN 
BE INTRODUCED. TheSE LONGER UNITS OF LEARNING WOULD CONTAIN MORE 
OBJECTIVES and/or MORE COMPLEX OBJECTIVES THAT Wln& SEQUENTIALLY 
ORDERED, This longer teaching PERFbRMANCE TEST WOULD REQUIRE THE 

teacher trainee to plan and teach ullts of learning that more closely ( 
relate to actual instruction in the 1 schools than do the mini-lessons. 
These units might range from three to ten lessons of 15-30 minutes in 

LENGTH/ And might BE TAUGHT IN A MICROTEACHING OR ACTUAL SCHOOL . / 



CONTEXT. A SIMILAR PROCESS WAS EMPLOYED DURING THE MID-1960's IN 
THE MICROTEACHING CLINIC OPERATED AT STANFORD UNIVERSITY, ALTHOUGH 

JHE Stanford MICROTEACHING clinic focused on teaching skills rather 

/THAN helping PUPILS ACHIEVE PRESPECIFIED OBJECTIVES^ THE FIRST THREE 
WEEKS WERE DEVOTED TO MINI -LESSONS WHILE THE LAST THREE WEEKS REQUIRED 
THE INTERN TEACHERS TO PLAN AND TEACH A UNIT OF INSTRUCTION USTING 
TWELVE DAYS^ 25-30 MINUTES PER DAY (CoOPER -AND StROUD^ 1967). 

These longer units of learning might also be taught in schools 

DURING THE STUDENT TEACHING PERIOD. If TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS 
WERE DEVELOPED THAT WERE BASED ON CURRICULA BEING USED IN THE SCHOOLS 
- THEiy THE STUDENT TEACHER COULD TEACH THE UNITS OF LEARNING AS A REGULAR 
PART OF SOME CHILDREN'S CURRICULUM. As TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
BECOME MORE FIELD-ORIENTED AND CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS WITH THE SCHOOLS 
ARE ESTABLISHED^ THIS TYPE OF STUDpT TE/(CHER EVALUATION BECOMES 

possible. 

Numbers and T^es of Stupfnts ' ' 
Much of the experience with -teaching performance tests to date 

HAS BEEN with THE USE OF PEER TEACHING RATHER THAN WITH ACTUAL 
SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN, ThE REASONS FOR THIS ARE OBVIOUS TO ANYONE 
WHO HAS EVER TRIED TO IMPLEMENT A MI^OTEACHING LABORATORY; IT IS 
DIFFICULT TO USE CHILDREN UNLESS THEY CAN BE PAID FOR THEIR SERVICES 
AND THE LABORATORY CAN BE OPERATED DURING NON-SCHOOL HOURS, ThE FACT 
THAT PEERS WERE USED AS PUPILS (ALTHOUGH NOT IN A ROLE-PLAYING SENSE) 
ALSO HELPS TO EXPLAIN mf SO MANY LESSONS DEALING jfJITH RATHER ESOTERIC 
SUBJECTS HAVE 3EEK DEVELOPED INSTEAD OF LESSONS BASED^ ON ACTUAL 
ELEMENTARY OR SECONDARY knOOL CURRICULA. ThE AUTHOR CONTENDS^ WWEVER 
THAT UNLESS CHILDREN REPRESENTATIVE OF THE AGE GROUP THE TEACHER 
O TRAINEE INTENDS TO TEACH ARE USED IN THE TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS^ 



■ • ■ ., ' ^ ' ' ' ■ ■ ■ ■ " ■■ 

THE VALIDITY OF THE EXERCISE ISi-jl^O QUESTIONABLE EVER TO USE FOR SUMMATIVE 

EVALUATION PURPOSES. PERFORMANCE WITH PEER TEACHING IS EASIIY 

DISCOUNTED BY TEACHERS WHO ARGUE THAT IT IS SO DIFFERENT FROM TEACHING * 

CHILDREN THAT ONE CANNOT GENERALIZE. NOR IS THE AUTHOR FAMILIAR WITH ^ ' 

EVIDENCE THAT WOULD SUPPQRT THE. CONTENTION THAT THOSE WHO ARE 

: ■■- c ' • ■ 

successful in teaching their peers are successful in teaching children. , 
Despite the logistical difficulties encountered in using actual 



CHILDREN^ IF TEACHING PERFORMAJ^ICE TESTS ARE TO HAVE FACE VALIDITY 
WITH THOSE WHO ARE MOST DIRECTLY AFFECTED^ THE TEACHER TRAINEES^ 
IT IS IMPERATIVE THAT CHILDREN RATHER THAN PEERS BE USED. 

The NUMBER OF STUDENTS. TO BE TAUGHT IN ANY TEACHING PERFORMANCE 
.'■^ IS ARBITRARY. TwO FACTORS. SHOULD BE CONSIDERED^ HOWEVER: Q) AS THE 
NUMBER OF STUDENTS INCREASES^ THE TEACHING TASK BECOMES MORE COMPLEX; 
Ai© (2) WHEN THE NUMBER OF STUDENTS TAUGHT APPROXIMATES THE NUMBER 
THAT WOULD BE TAUGHT IN AN ACTUAL CLASSROOM SITUATION; ONE CAN HAVE 
MOREt CONFIDENCE IN THE RESULTS. 

/ ' • 

Initial mini-lessons should probably be taught to' small (1-6 
L children) groups in order to help reduce the complexity of the task. 
As the trainee demonstrates success^ the number of pup I l| taught 

SHOULD BE increased WHEN IT IS FEASIBLE TO DO SO. SoME TYPES OF 
OBJECTIVES ON THE OTHER HAND^ WILL LEND THEMSELVES TO A TUTORING , 
SITUATION WHERE THE TRAINEE WILL WORK WITH ONE CHILD OVER A PERIOD 
, OF TIME. Many conditions will govern the UUMBER^QI students USED 

so it is difficult to be very prescriptive in this paper, 
; Consideration of the two fac^s mentioned j^ove should guide . 

teacher EDUCATORS IN MAYING these' 13EC I SI ONSV"*'-^^ ^ 

It would BE NICE TO SAY THAT EACH TRAINEE SHOULD BE SYSTEMATICALLY - 

■■■ .■ • . li- \- \ 

EXPOSED TO-STUDENTS WITH DIFFERENT TYPES' OF LEARNING APTITUDES IN 

ERIC • , * ■■ . ] ' ^ ■ ■ . , 



V ■ 



ORDER TO DEMONSTRATE SUCCESS IN ACHIEVING PRESPECIFIED OBJECTIVES 
WITH CHILDREN, POSSESSING DIFFERENT APTITUDES. SiNCE WE ARE NOT 
SURE WHAT APTITUDES ARE RELEVANT/ OR HOW THEY CAN BE ASSESSED^ THE 
ISSUE BKCOMES A RESEARCH RATHER THAN A TRAINING QUESTION AT THIS 

POINT IN TIME. However/ students can be grouped according to a 

NUMBER of" CHARACTERISTICS IF IT IS DF;EMED DESIRABLE TO DO SO. 

Figure I graphically summarizes the preceding discussion on . 

TEACHING performance TEST VARIABLES. WiTHIN THE LIMITS OF THE 
constraints PUCED upon THEM/ TEACHER EDUCATORS SHOULD STRIVE TO 
UTILIZE THE MORE COMPLEX/AUTHENTIC VARIABLE? WHEN CONSTRUCTING TEACHING 
PERFORMANCE TESTS. 

Teacher Specified Pupil Qutcqmfs 

One CHARACTERISTIC of^ TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS IS THAT THE . 
OBJECTIVES FOR THE LESSONS ARE PRESPECIFIED BY THE DEVELOPERS. WhILE 
THIS FEATURE HAS THE ADVANTAGE OF COMPARING DIFFERENT TEACHERS' ABILITY 
TO BRING ABOUT CERTAIN OBJECTIVES WITH COMPARABLE SETS OF STUDENTS/ 
THE FACT THAT THE OBJECTIVES ARE PRESPECIFIED DOES NOT ALLOW THE 
TEACHER THE OPPORTUNITY TO DEVELOP OBJECTIVES BASED UPON THE BACKGROUND/ 
KNOWLEDGE AND INTEREST LEVEL OF THE STUDENTS. TEACHING PERFORMANCE 
TESTS DO NOT ALLOW THE TEACHER TO DEMONSTRATE HIS JUDGMENT CONCEDING ! 
THE APPROPRIATENESS AND ATTAINABILITY OF OBJECTIVES FOR A GIVEN SET OF 
LEARNERS. FoR THIS REASON/ THE AUTHOR BELIEVES THAT IN ADDITION TO 
PUPIL OUTCOME DATA OBTAINED FROM TEACHING PERFORMANCE TESTS/ PUPIL 
DATA FROM LESSONS IN WHICH THE TEACHER DETERMINES THE OBJECTIVES 
SHOULD ALSO BE CONSIDERED. 

One STRATEGY FOR OBTAINING PUPIL OUTCOME DATE FROM LESSONS IN 
WHICH THE TEACHER DETERMINES BOTH THE OBJECTIVES AND THE LEARNING 
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ACTIVITIES IS THE C ONTRACT Pt AN (McNEIL AND POPHAM, 1963). THEY 
DESCRIBE THE CONTRACT PLAN AS FOLLOWS: 



The ESSENCE of this technique involves the 

DEVELOPMENT OF A CAREFULLY SELECTED SET OF 
OBJECTIVES F0« THE PUPIL. SUPERVISORS AND 
TEACHERS AGREE IN ADVANCE WHAT THEY WILL 
ACCEPT AS EVIDENCE THAT THE TEACHEIUjAS BEEN 
SUCCESSFUL IN CHANGING THE SKILLS.-TDflPETENCIES 
OR ATTITUDES OF HIS STUDENTS. AN AGREEMENT 
IS DRAWN UP BEFORE THE TEACHER INSTRUCTS AND 
IS DESIGNED TO COUNTER THE PREVAILING PRACTICE 
OF TRYING TO MAKE AN EX POST FACTO JUDGMENT 
ABOUT THE DESIRABILITY OF ENDS. SUBSEQUENTLY. 
EVIDENCE IS COLLECTED TO SEE HOW WELL THE LEARNERS 
ACHIEVED THE STATED OBJECTIVES AS WELL AS WHETHER 
UN I NTENDED OUTCOMES HAVE EMERGED .... CONTRACTS 
ARE PREPARED FOR VARYING PERIODS OF TIME -A 
SINGLE DAY'^S LESSON. A SEMESTER PUN. A YEAR 
OF INSTRUCTION. THIS CONTRACT SYSTEM DEMANDS 
THAT DATA BY WHICH TO JUDGE MORE CLEARLY WHAT 
THE INSTRUCTION HAS DONE TO TfTOSE WHO HAVE BEEN 
SUBJECTED TO IT BE SUPPLIED. AND. WHEN COUPLED 
WITH INSTRUCTIONAL ANALYSES. OUGHT TO ENABLE A 
TEACHER TO REVISE AND BETTER IN SOME RESPECT 
THE^PROCEDURES EMPLOYED, IN PREVIOUS WORK 

(McNeil and Popham. 19/3. page IVO. 

The CONTRACT PLAN APPEARS TO BE VIABLE' FOR BOTH PRESERVICE 
AND "iNSERVICE TEACHERS, At THE PRESERVICE LEVEL THE CONTRACTS . 
WOULD DEAL WITH OBJECTIVES THAT COULD BE ATTAINABLE WITHIN A TIME ^ 
PERIOD IN WHICH THE TEACHER TRAINEE HAD ACCESS TO LEARNERS. It 

should be noted that if the teacher succeeds in having an agreed 
upon percentage of his students achieve the objectives that he specified 
the level of competency that he has demonstrated is situation specific 
and not. general i zable to other contexts. children. or objectives. 
However, the use of the pupil outcome data in this specific situation 
is still important in making either formative or summative evaluations 

OF THE TEACHER. ThE aOtHOR WOULD FAR PREFER TO HAVE EVIDENCE OF PUPIL 



GROWTH FROM ONE SPECIFIC SITUATION THAN NOT TO HAVE ANY EVIDENCE 
OF PUPIL GROWTH AT ALL. 

At LEAST ONE TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM WITH WHICH THE AUTHOR 
IS FAMILIAR REQUIRES ITS TRAINEES TO DEMONSTRATE THAT THEY CAN 
BRING ABOUT DESIRED LEARNING OUTCOMES IN THEIR PUPILS BEFORE THEY 
CAN BE CERTIFIED. ThE OREGON COLLEGE OF EDUCATION/ ELEMENTARY TEACHER 

Education Program^ requires that its trainees assume full responsibility 

FOR THE learning OF PUR ip THROUGHOUT A TWO TO FIVE WEEK PERIOD OF 
TIME IN ORDER TO BE CERTIFIED. DURING THIS TIME PERIOD THE TRAINEES 
MUST plan AND PREPARE FOR INSTRUCTION^ PERFORM INSTRUCTIONAL 
FUNCTIONS/ BRING ABOUT DESIRED LEARNING OUTCOMES IN PUPILS/ RELATE 
INTERPERSONALLY/ AND CARRY OUT RELATED PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES. 
The COMPETENCIES/ AND STANDARDS FOR JUDGING THE COMPETENCIES/ ARE 
SPECIFIED IN ADVANCE. ThE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS USED IN RELATION 
TO THE COMPETENCY CLUSTER/ '^RINGING AbOUT DeSIRED LEARNING OUTCOMES 

!n pupils/" are as follows: 

Standard 1 ■ At least sixty percent of the pupils 
taught will achieve the learning outcomes expected 

FROM THE^UNIT OF INSTRUCTION PREPARED ESPECIALLY - - 

' for the 2 to 5 week teaching experience/ and at 
least an additional twenty percent will show evidence 
of appreciable progress in reution to those outcomes. 
This standard must be demonstrated for each subject 
matter area included in the unit and for each class 
of learning outcome intended from the unit/ for example/ 
knoweldge/ skill/ attitude. 

Standard 2, Two of the three children^worked with 

INDIVIDUALLY DURING THE COURSE OF THE 2 TO 5 WEEK 
TEACHING EXPERIENCE SHALL demonstrate EVIDENCE OF 
GAIN IN OVERCOMING THE READING PROBLEMCs) IDENTIFIED 
AT THE ONSET OF THE 2 TO 5 WEEK TEACHING EXPERIENCE, 

Standard 3. Some progress in the use of selected 
problem solving and social interaction skills can 

^E StJ^WN for the lyASS AS A WHOLE (ScHALOCK AND FeRGUSON/ 
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ThE unit of INSTRUCTIONiFOR THE 2 TO 5 WEEK TEACHING 
EXPERIE^E^ INCLUDING A DESCRIPTION OF THE LEARNING OUTCOMES^ 
THE INDICATORS TO BE USED AS EVIDENCE OF THE REALIZATION OF THOSE 
OUTCOMES^ AND AN OUTLINE OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS AND 
PROCEDURES TO BE USED^ HAVE TO BE APPROVED BY BOTH THE UNIVERISTY 
SUPERVISOR AND THE COOPERATING TEACHER i BOTH OF THEM ALSO EVALUATE 
THE trainee's PERFORMANCE LEVEL WITH RESPECT TO THE STANDARDS. 

Should a trainee fail to bring about the intended learning outcomes 

WITH THE PUPILS^ HE WOULD BE GIVEN AN OPPORTUNITY TO TRY AGAIN. IF 
after SEVERAL ATTEMPTS THE TRAINEE IS UNABLE TO SUCCEED^ EITHER WITH 
THE SAME OR OTHER GROUPS OF PUPILS, HE WILL NOT BE RECOMMENDED FOR 
CERTIFICATION. It SHOULD BE NOTED THAT EACH TRAINEE HAD TO 
SUCCESSFULLY MEET THE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS (WHICK DID NOT INCLUDE 
ACTUALLY BRINGING ABOUT DESIRED PU|IL OUTCOMES) IN TEACHING 2-5 
LESSONS AND IN TEACHING 2-5 DAYS BEFORE BEING ALLOWED TO TRY TEACHING 
2-5 WEEKS. 

Summary -rr 

Teacher trainees in most teaj:her education program? are evaluatejd 
primarily on the. basis of knowledge they have acquired and to a 

lesser extent on DEMONSTRATED TEACHING SKILLS. ThESE PRESAGE AND 
PROCESS CRITERIA USED TO EVALUATE TRAINEES GENERALLY INCLUDE 
PAPER-AND-PENCIL TESTS AND TERM PAPERS, EVALUATIONS FROM MICRO- 
TEACHING SESSIONS, AND STUDENT TEACHING OBSERVATIONS OF THE 
COOPERATING TEACHER AND THE COLLEGE SUPERVISOR. ONLY RARELY ARE 
PUPIL OUTCOMES USED EITHER FOR FORMATIVE FEEDBACK OR AS A MEASURE 
OF POTENTIAL EFFECTIVENESS. ThE AUTHOR BELIEVES THAT SOME KINDS OF 
PUPIL GROWTH DATA CAN AND SHOULD BE USED TO EVALUATE PERSERVICE 
O TEACHERS. 
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Teaching performance tests which contain prespecified objectives 

ARE A recent PHENOMENON AND MUCH WORK STILL REMAINS BEFORE AN 
ADEQUATE POOL OF SUCH TESTS IS AVAILABLE^ AND IN WHICH TEACHER 
EDUCATORS CAN HAVE CONFIDENCE. If A POOL OF TEACHING PERFORMANCE 
TESTS BECOMES LARGE AND DIVERSE ENOUGH TO TEST DIFFERENT TYPES'DF 
LEARNINGS^ IT MAY BE THAT THEY WILL BECOME A GOOD PREDICTOR OF 
POTENTIAL EFFECTIVENESS. If^ DURING THE COURSE OF A TEACHER'S 
TRAINING^ HE WERE REQUIRED TO TEACH MANY DIFFERENT LESSONS^ WITH 
DIFFERENT TYPES OF OBJECTIVES AND SUBJECT MATTER_CONTENT^ TO PUPILS 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THOSE HE INTENDS TO TEACH^ HE WOULD DEVELOP A 
PROFILE OF HIS TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS. TeACHER EDUCATORS COULD 
HAVE MORE CONFIDENCE I>J THIS PROFILE AS A PREDICTOR OF FUTURE 
SUCCESS THAN IN MOST CRITERIA THAT ARE CURRENTLY USED. 

In ADDITION^ PRESERVICE TEACHERS SHOULD BE GIVEN OPPORTUNITIES 
TO SPECIFY THEIR OWN OBJECTIVES THAT THEY WISH TO TEACH TO STUDENTS 

IN SCHOOLS. Pupil outcome data from these teacher-specified 

OBJECTIVES CAN BE USED IN A FORMATIVE SENSE TO. HELP THE TEACHER 
IMPROVE INSTRUCTIONAL PROCESSES.* PUPIL OUTCOME DATA CAN ALSO BE 
USED IN A SUMMATIVE SENSE TO HELP SUPERVISORS MAKE DECISIONS ABOUT 
TRAINEES REGARDING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION. UsiNG PUPIL 
OUTCOME DATA AS DESCRIBED IN THIS PAPER^ WOULD CERTAINLY INCREASE 
THE author's CONFIDENCE THAT THE TEACHERS PRODUCED FROM SUCH A 
PROGRAM WOULD BE ABLE TO BRING ABOUT DESIRED PUPIL OUTCOMES IN THEIR 

CLASSES. After all^ that's the name of the game. 
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